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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover she t with th correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 



2a)D This action is FINAL 2b)M This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disp sition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-39 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-7. 14-18 and 20-39 is/are rejected. 

7) S Claim(s) 8-13 and 19 is/are objected to. 

8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

11) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)Q approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) S Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 
Attachment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) ^ Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). 3 . 

2) Q Notice of DraftspersorVs Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) O Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1 449) Paper No(s) . 6) □ Other 
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Art Unit: 1775 

DETAILED ACTION 
Reissue Applications 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-7, 14-18 and 22-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Japanese Patent 361281041 A (Nakao et al). 

Nakao teaches a alkali free glass composition suitable for a display substrate comprising: 



62.5 wt % 


Si0 2 


15.0 wt% 


A1 2 0 3 


4.0 wt% 


B 2 0 3 


0.0 wt% 


SrO 


5.5 wt % 


CaO 


0.0 wt % 


BaO 


7.5 wt % 


MgO 


0.0 wt % 


SrO + BaO 


13.0 wt% 


MgO + CaO + SrO + BaO 



Thermal Expansion factor for 50-350°C is 35 x 10" 7 / 0 C 
(See Table 1, Sample 7). 
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With regard to the limitaton of the strain point, it is expected that the disclosed 
composition would inherently have this claimed property since it is the same composition as that 
disclosed by applicant. It has been held that where the claimed and prior art products are 
identical or substantially identical in structure or are produced by identical or a substantially 
identical processes, a prima facie case of either anticipation or obviousness will be considered to 
have been established over functional limitations that stem from the claimed structure. In re 
Best, 195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977), In re Spada, 15 USPQ2d 1655, 1658 ( Fed. Cir. 1990). 
The prima facie case can be rebutted by evidence showing that the prior art products do not 
necessarily posses the characteristics of the claimed products. In re Best, 195 USPQ 430, 433 
(CCPA 1977). With regard to the process limitations recited in the claims, process limitations in 
product claims are generally not dispositive on patentability unless it is shown that the process 
limitations produce a materially different product. MPEP §2113. 

3. Claims 1-7, 14-18 and 22-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Japanese Patent 402133334A (Machishita et al.). 

Machishita teaches an alkali free glass composition suitable for a transparent substrate of 
a display comprising: 
62.5 wt % Si0 2 
15.0 wt% A1 2 0 3 
4.0 wt% B 2 0 3 
0.0 wt% SrO 
5.5 wt% CaO 
0.0 wt % BaO 
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7.5 wt% MgO 

0.0 wt % SrO + BaO 

13.0 wt% MgO + CaO + SrO + BaO 

(See Table 1, Sample 16). 

With regard to the limitaton of a CTE over a claimed particular temperature range and strain 
point, it is expected that the disclosed composition would inherently have these claimed 
properties since it is the same composition as that disclosed by applicant. It has been held that 
where the claimed and prior art products are identical or substantially identical in structure or are 
produced by identical or a substantially identical processes, a prima facie case of either 
anticipation or obviousness will be considered to have been established over functional 
limitations that stem from the claimed structure. In re Best, 195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977), 
In re Spada, 15 USPQ2d 1655 5 1658 ( Fed. Cir. 1990). The prima facie case can be rebutted by 
evidence showing that the prior art products do not necessarily posses the characteristics of the 
claimed products. In re Best, 1 95 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). With regard to the process 
limitations recited in the claims, process limitations in product claims are generally not 
dispositive on patentability unless it is shown that the process limitations produce a materially 
different product. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 14-16, 18, 20, 22-26, 28-36 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US Patent 5,244,847 (Kushitani et al.). 

Kushitani teaches an alkali free glass composition for various displays comprising: 
60 wt % Si0 2 
17wt% A1 2 0 3 
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4 wt% 



B 2 0 3 



0 wt% 



SrO 



11 wt% 



CaO 



0wt% 



BaO 



8 wt% 



MgO 



0.0 wt % SrO + BaO 

19.0 wt% MgO + CaO + SrO + BaO 

Strain Point = 675 °C 

(See Tables 1 and 2, Sample 9). 

With regard to the limitation of the CTE, while it is noted that Example 9 does disclose 
that the Thermal expansion coefficient is 44 x 10" 7 /°C, there is no temperature range disclosed for 
this particular CTE value, therefore it is presumed that the disclosed composition will have a 
CTE value within the claimed range for the claimed temperature range, since the reference 
discloses a composition within the claimed ranges. It has been held that where the claimed and 
prior art products are identical or substantially identical in structure or are produced by identical 
or a substantially identical processes, a prima facie case of either anticipation or obviousness will 
be considered to have been established over functional limitations that stem from the claimed 
structure. In re Best, 195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977), In re Spada, 15 USPQ2d 1655, 1658 ( 
Fed. Cir. 1990). The prima facie case can be rebutted by evidence showing that the prior art 
products do not necessarily posses the characteristics of the claimed products. In re Best, 195 
USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). With regard to the process limitations recited in the claims, 



f 
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process limitations in product claims are generally not dispositive on patentability unless it is 
shown that the process limitations produce a materially different product. MPEP §2113. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-7, 14-18 and 20-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Japanese Patent 408295 5 30A (Miwa). 

Miwa teaches an alkali free glass substrate for composition for a liquid crystal display or 
EL display (TFT) type active matrix liquid display comprising 
55-65 wt % Si0 2 
ll-20wt% A1 2 0 3 
9-15 wt% B 2 0 3 
0 - 10 wt % SrO 
0-4.5 wt % CaO 
0.5-9wt% BaO 
3-10 wt% MgO 
0.5-19wt% SrO + BaO 

3.5 - 33.5 wt% MgO + CaO + SrO + BaO (See Abstract) 
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Although the reference does not disclose a specific example of the glass composition 
which falls within the claimed range, and fails to disclose the claimed properties of applicant's 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to vary the compositional components within the overlapping disclosed 
ranges in order to obtain the desired physical characteristics, because the prior art suggests such 
variations by the disclosure of these broad ranges. With regard to the process limitations recited 
in the claims, process limitations in product claims are generally not dispositive on patentability 
unless it is shown that the process limitations produce a materially different product. MPEP 
§2113. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 8-13 and 19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

8. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art of record fails to teach or suggest an alumina-silicate glass composition 

recited in these claims. In particular in dependent claims 8-13 and 19 claim that the weight 
percent range of B2O3 is 5-13% (6< and <13 for claim 13) and the weight percent range of the 
CaO is 5-12%. While certain prior art such as Miwa does teach certain alkali free glass 
compositions with 9-1 5 % B2O3 f the Miwa reference limits the CaO content to 4.5% which is 
below the claimed 5-12% range in these claims. 



r 
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Conclusion 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen Stein whose telephone number is (703) 305-0583. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. If the 
attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Deborah Jones can 
be reached by dialing (703) 308-3822. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of 
this application or proceeding should be directed to the Group Receptionist whose phone number 
is (703) 308-0661. The fax phone number for this group is (703) 872-9310 for non-final 
responses and (703) 872-93 1 1 for after final responses. 
October 20, 2002 




Stephen J. Stein 
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KOHLI, JEFFREY T. 



Examiner 
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All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



(1) Stephen J Stein . 



(3). 



(2) Maurice M. Klee. PhD. . 



(4). 



Date of Interview: 18 October 2002 . 

Type: a)g] Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)[3 No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: . 

Identification of prior art discussed: US 5244847.US 5508237. US 5851939. JP361281041A. JP402133334A 
JP408295530A. . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)D was not reached. h)ED N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and'a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

i)[3 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview(if box is 
checked). 

Unless the paragraph above has been checked, THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION 
MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office 
action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE TO FILE A 
STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview requirements on 
reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 
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Interview Summary 



Paper No. 3. 



/ * * 

C ntinuati n She t(PTO-413) 



Applicati nN . 10/141,286 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: This examiner contacted the applicant's representative to inquire 
about a limitation which was removed in this reissue application which had been previously added in a certificate of 
correction. Applicant's representative stated that applicant had not inteneded this limitation to be in the claims. 
Applicant's representative further stated that they intended to file an IDS with newly discovered prior art. In order to 
expedite proesecution, applicant's representative verabally reported these prior art references to this examiner so that 
they could be considered in the examination of the reissue application (See above references) Applicant's 
representative stated that an IDS would be submited in response to the first office action. 
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